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Alexander Rondeli* 
1. Introduction 
The collapse of the Soviet Union in 199 1 gave birth to 14 independent republics 
with little or no experience of modern independent statehood and a post- 
imperial Russia as a struggling but still powerful neighbour. Georgia was one of 
those republics, and was confronted tirst with the issue of survival and security 
and later with the choicc of slratcgic oricnlalion. This chapter describes how a 
small and weak independent Georgia, almost a quasi-state tom apart by internal 
contradictions and economic problems, has struggled to define its strategic 
orientation and main national security and foreign policy priorities. 'I'he 
objective is to identify alternatives that Georgia may consider in the process of 
strategic decision making and to pinpoint the factors that determine its strategic 
and security choices. I las Georgia chosen its political orientation? If it has, is its 
choice realistic and sustainable or is it based on political idealism and lack of 
sufficient strategic experience? 'l'hc question of political realism is particularly 
important for a country like Georgia, which has found itself part not of the 
globalized and pluralistic world, hut instead of the post-Soviet space still 
dominated by principles of nationalism and even aggressive militarism. 
After the short period of so-called strategic idealism that characterized thc 
early days of independence, Georgia began to develop an increasingly realistic 
foreign policy, which has been less motivated by the fear of Russia and not 
solely driven by the short-term survival agenda. 
The strategic idealism of the young Georgian state was characterized by the 
dominance of what Stephen Jones calls cultural paradigms.' These are trad- 
itional Georgian values, pcrccptions and altitudes towards foreign peoples and 
states and the outside world in general. These values often colourcd the judge- 
ment of the Georgian authorities which, together with their lack of political 
experience and populism, led the country in the early 1990s into strategic wish- 
' Stephen Jones offcrs a nuw and stimulating argurncnt about thu posslhlc connection of Crcorgia's 
political culturc with its Corcign policy. Junes' inlerprctaliun uf polilical culture, as he admits, is rather 
narrow and Focused un traditiunat values, which he calls Georgian cultural paradigms or global paradigms. 
They explain thc rolc ornational identiiy in foreign policy and will be the reference points fur any foreign 
policy 'ideolugy' that may emerge in the future, l 'hese global paradigms. according to  Jones, are the 
religious identity of a Christian nation; the Westcrn identity o f  Europeanness: pan-Caucasianism as a 
vaguc regional idenlily; and rtjectiun uf Rubsia. Junes. S., *The role of cultural paradigms in Georgian 
foreign policy' (manuscript), Mount Holyoke Collegc, Mass.. 1999. For thc lasl paradlgm rhc tcnn -Tear or 
Russia' is perhaps more appropriatc than 'rejcction'. 
The author wishes to thank Natalie Sabanadze,  Wendell Steavenson and Professor Stephen 
Jones for their valuable comments. 
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ful thinking or strategic idealism. Sincc the return of President Eduard 
Shevardnadze in 1992 and the relative stabilization of the country by the mid- 
1990s, the Georgian clite has shown a better understanding of the surrounding 
geopolitical environment and begun to promote a cautious but ~~cverthclcss 
consistently Western-oriented foreign policy. 
By the late 1990s it became clear that Georgia's foreign policy was largely 
determined by two main circumstances. One is its regional context and its 
especially strong dependence on a volatile neighbouring Russia, and the second 
is its internal weakness and disunity, which limits its ability to make indepen- 
dent and confident foreign policy choices. Under these circumstances the 
achievement of Georgia's strategic goals, such as integration with Europe and 
increased regional cooperation, seems extremely complicated. 'I'he authorities, 
however, consider participation in large international economic projects, such 
as Caspian Sea energy projects and transport corridors, to be decisive in the 
achievement of these goals. The following main foreign policy orientations can 
therefore be outlined: ( a )  the re-establishment of the territorial integrity of the 
country; (b)  friendly, balanced relations with all neighbouring countries; (c )  the 
reduction of the Russian military presence on Georgian territory; (4 integration 
with European and Euro-Atlantic structures; ( e )  the development of regional 
coopcration within thc region; (fl the internationalization of local conflicts in 
the region; (g) attracting foreign econon~ic interests to Georgia and the region; 
and (h)  participation in regional economic projects. 
Until 2000 the Georgian authorities refrained from officially publishing their 
concept of the country's security and political orientation. There was no oficial 
document arguing the government's vision of Georgia's future devclopmcnt, 
strategy and political orientation. 'The work of devising a concept of national 
security started in 1996 but has yet to be completed. One factor explaining the 
delay has been a lack of internal consonsus on many important issues, both 
among the public and among the ruling elite. Another factor was the unwilling- 
ness of the authorities to annoy neighbouring Russia with loud pro-Western 
statements. 
At last, in October 2000 a document prepared by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Georgia entitled 'Georgia and ihe world: a vision and strategy for the 
future' was presented by the government at the international conference on 
Georgia and its Partners: Directions for the New Millennium, held in Tbilisi.2 It 
is an attempt to clearly define Georgia's strategic goals and objectives. It had 
been approved by the National Security Council. 
The document states that an independent, prosperous, stable and unified 
Georgia is clearly in the best interests of its neighbours and that 'this applies 
especially to Georgia's relations with the Russian Federation, with which 
Georgia seeks the same stable and harmonious relationship that it enjoys with 
other countries. Georgia poses no threat to its neighbours and intends to play a 
positivc role in the region's economic growth and political development'. I t  
Georglan Mlnislry ot' Forulgn Affairs, .ticor_ela and the world: a vision and stratugy for the future'. 
Tbll l~l ,  OCI. 2000, pp. 3 3  ( i n  Engllsh) 
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also declarcs that 'the highest priority of Georgian foreign policy is to achieve 
full integration in the European political, economic and security structures, thus 
fulfilling the historical aspiration of the Georgian nation to participate fully in 
the European Community' and that 'deep<nit~p cooperation with the [European 
Union] represents a paramount aim of Georgian foreign policy'. The following 
statement i n  the document strcsses Georgia's pro-Westcm orientation: 'Georgia 
considers cooperation with the United States of America and European 
countries as a main segment of the strategy of integration into European and 
Euro-Atlantic structurcs'.' 
The following sections briefly describe the main political r vents that illustrate 
Georgia's recent stralcgic choices and xlalyse Gcotgia's behaviour as a small 
state, its relations with its powerful neighbour, Russia, and the inlpact of 
regional oil politics. 
II .  Recent political developments 
An account of Georgia's mosl recent history and important political decisions 
illustrates the developmenl of its strategic orientation bettcr than any analysis of 
official documents or thc limited scholarly work available. This section 
describes briefly the ck4cnts that determined and shaped Georgia's national 
security interests and the character of its foreign policy. 
I n  April 199 1 Georgia declared independence without being recognized by 
the international community. In Decemher of the same year the  dissolution of 
the Soviet Union was officially announcd,  while in Georgia the firs1 president, 
Zviad Ga~~~sakhurdia,  w s ousted as a result of a military revolt. For a short 
period Georgia was ruled by a Military Council, which in March 1992 decided 
to invite Eduard Shebsrdnadze, former Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, 
back to Georgia. After Shevardnadze's return the process of Georgia's achiev- 
ing international recognition was begun. In 1992 Cicorgia joined the United 
Nations, the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE, which 
in 1995 became the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the 
OSCE) UIJ several other intematioi~al organizations. 
At the same time, separatist movements in Abkhazia and South Ossetia began 
to galn momentum as a result of multiple factors, the main one being Russian 
military and political support to thcse movements, and anothcr the clumsy 
natiorlalistn developed under Presidrt~t Gamsakhurdia. The result was rhc defeat 
of the Georgian forces in Abkhxzia in 1593. Russia demanded that Georgia join 
the Commonwealtl~ of Independent States (CIS) and Shevardnadze was forccd 
to sign an agreement allowing Russian militar) bases to remain on Georgian 
territory for 25 y tars. In L 992-93 Georgia had bccn against joining the CIS, but 
by the end of lW3 Russian coercive diplomacy had resulted in its eventually 
j ~ i n i n g . ~  In 1994 Georgia and Russia signed a bilateral agreement on friendship 
1 .  - Georg~a nd the world: a vision and strategy for the future' (n~)tc  21, p 12. 
' Korfunuv, A.. 'Russiq lhc near a l ~ r r a d  and the West ' ,  ed. G I.apidus. The iVrw Ilussia: T r ~ t r h t ~ ~ f  
7tun~furmarion (Westvirw Press- Bouldcr. ~'olo. .  1YYj). pp. 172-73. 
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and cooperation, which was ratified only by the Georgian Parliament: the 
Russian Duma has yet to ratify this already outdated document.* 
In 1994 Georgia also joined the NATO Partnership for Peacc (PFP) pro- 
gramme, which marked the beginning of its relations with NATO. In the same 
year President Shevardnadze paid an official visit to the USA and established 
ini~ial contacts with the lnternational Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World 
Bank, the two biggest donors which now define the main orientation of 
Georgia's economic development. 
In 1995 Georgia and Russia signed another treaty on Russia's rniIitary 
prcscncc in Georgia, which was agreed for 25 years.6 Ratification of this agree- 
ment by Georgia was conditional on Russia's support for Georgia's tcrritorial 
integrity and the build-up of its military power. Since I995 Kussia has failed to 
meet any of these conditions, and the agreement has lost its legal as well as 
moral force. 
In 1996. under thc umbrella of the 19'10 Treaty on Conventional Forces it1 
Europe (the CFE 'lrcaty). it was possible to resume talks about the Russia11 
mi1itar)l presence in Georgia. During the same year in Vienna s special inter- 
state consultative body, GUAM. was created, which included Georgia, Ukraine, 
Azerbaijan and Moldova, 1-huse countries had similar prclhlcrns ~ v i  111 Russia and 
decided to hold consultations on a regular basis in order to coordinate their 
policies under a common OSCE umbrella. (Officially, GUAM was founded at 
the Council of Europc meeting in Octobrr 1997 it1 Strasbourg.) Ecclt~orr~ically 
the GUAhl  countries are unified by the I'KACECA (Transport Corridor Europe 
Caucasus Asia) prqiect. which unvisages the restoration of the historical Silk 
Road. Uzbekistan joined GUAM in April 1999 at the NATO 50th anniversary 
sunlmit meeting in Washington, DU, and i t  now became GUUAM. I t  is still a 
consultative body. sincu i ~ s  instiiu~ional structure has ycl to he dcvclcipcd. In the 
future, however, it may play an important role in fostering political cooperation 
anlong its member states. Russia's attitude towards GUUAhI has been 
extre~~lel y negative. 
In 1999 Georgia joined the Program Analysis and Review Process (PARP), 
which envisages the upgrading uf its military forces to NATO standards and h e  
participation of Gcorgian forces in peacekeeping operations. For the tint time a 
Georgian unit joined the NATO peacekeepers in Kosovo. 
The year 1999 was marked by many important political developmer~ts and 
critical foreign policy decisions. Georgia joined the Council of Europe and the 
World 'l'rade Organization and withdrew from the 1992 Treaty on Collective 
Security (the Tashkent Treaty).' The Helsinki European Council meeting in 
December 1999 began talks about the possible inclusion of Bulgaria, Romania 
and Turkey in the European Union (EU), which seemed to signify that thc 
Irvrsfiya, 2 Fcb. 1994. p. I. 
Shcrmato%a. S. and Mikad~e,  A.. .Rubsia strikes dccp rtx)ts In thu Caucasus', .Wmcow ;Yews. 3 1 Mar.- 
6 Apr. 1995. 
' I h e  original members were Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Kussia, 'I'ajikistan and Uzbekistan. 
Azerbaijan. Belarus and Georgia also joined later. Azerbaijan, Georgia and Uzbekistan l e f t  in 1999. On 
the Tashkent Treaty see chapter 5 in this v3lumu. For the text see Izve~l~)-u, 16 May 1992, p. 3. 
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Black Sea region was slowly coming to be considered EU territory. At the 
OSCE summit meeting in Istanbul in November 1999 an agreement on thu 
Baku-Tbilisixeyhan pipeline route for the export of oil from the Caspian 
region was signed by Georgia, Azerbaijan and T u r k e ~ . ~  At the same meeting 
Russia agreed to start its withdrawal from its military bases in Georgia in 2M0. 
By the end of 1999 all Russian border guards had left Georgia and were being 
replaced by Georgian forces. 
For a small and nei%'l!: independent state such as Georgia, il is particularly 
important to achieve economic and political stability, as well as internal social 
cohesion. These are twcessary preconditions for any country's foreign policy to 
he effective and foremd-looking. Internal weaknesses and contradictions also 
make other members of the international community cautious and tense. In this 
respect the relative success or failure o f  Georgia's foreign policy largely 
depends on its internal problcms and difficulties. The international community 
watched with a certain fear and alarm the chaos of 1991-95. In  t996-98. 
however, the situation improved when Shevardnadze manaped to stabilize the 
country and embark on thz process of reform and economic development." 
During this period, the foreign policy of Gcorgia was refined and included 
long-term strategy aimed at fostering regional cooperation and reducing 
Georgia's dependence on Russia, which itself was going through a painful 
transition period. 
The oil and gas reserves i n  the regior~ could become a catalyst f ~ r  further 
dcveloprnent and an iinportant tool in helping the region out of  he current 
cconomic crisis. Tht dcrelogment of the oil and gas sector, along with the 
illcreasing presence of forcign economic interests, could contribute not only to 
regional cooperation and economic development but also lo regional security. 
Howeber. despite Georgia's improved internal and external position, 1999 
was also characterized by a scvere economic downturn resulting from the 
failure of reform, corruption and increasing social tensions. According to a 
United Nations Developmenl Programme (UNDP) report, about 40 per cent of 
Georgia's poputation were living below the poverty line.I0 Salaries in thc public 
sector and pensinns were not paid for tnonths and even years. Llnumployment 
was officially as Iligh as 16.8 per cent--according to unofficial estimates 
25.6 per cent.I1 Public expenditure on heahh. already v e v  low in 1993-98 (at 
0.7 per cent of gross domestic product, GDP), dropped further to 0.6 per cent of 
GDP in 1999.12 The conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia remained 
unresolved, and Georgia's international positions had begun to weaken. 
Increasing internal problems raised doubts about the viability of the state and its 
elite. which had failed to maintain the success of 1996-98. Georgia's forcign 
'Baku-Ceyhan oil agreemenis signed ~n Isianbul', Foreign Broadcast Inrorrniilror~ Service. Dully 
Report-Centrlrl Eurusiu (FBIS-SO! '1. FRIS-SOV-1999-1 I 18, 18 Nuv. 1999 
Jones. S.. '1;rorpla'~ rctuni from chaus', Citrrenr History, vol. 95, no 6133 ( C ~ I  1996), pp 341W5. 
'' United Nations Drvclupmcnt Progra~n~ne (UNDP), Hzirnan D~vrlrvpn~t-nr Kt'port, Georgin 2000 
(UNDP C o u n q  Olficc -I bilisi, 2000), p. 27. 
I' Hnrnnn DevrI~~pnrent Kppovf, Georgiu 2000 (n~ . r~c  10). p 3 1 .  
Human f)d~,~,l~llvn~rdr Rrporl, Georgia 2000 (notr 10). p 76 
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standing and reputation now greatly depend on the resolution of ils internal 
socio-economic problems and on the government's determination to tight 
corruption. By the middle of 2000 it was clear that the pro-Western orientation 
would be severely tested domestically. 
111. Georgian foreign policy 
According to Article 48 of the Georgian Constitution, the Georgian Parliament 
is responsible for developing and defining the country's foreign policy. 1 ; The 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the State Chancellery are responsible for 
carrying out the policy. At the same time, however, President Shevardnadzr 
plays a special and decisive role in defining forcign policy. When Georgia 
became an independent state, few Georgian diplomats cnjoycd international 
recognition and respect. Among them Shevardnadze stood out no1 only as 311 
cxperienced diplomat but also as a well-known public figure. For a newly inde- 
pendent state like Georgia, which found itself in complete chaos and inter- 
nationally isolated, the return of the experienced Shevardnadze with hi s 
extensive political connections and international recognition was a boon. It is 
therefore only natural that Shevardnadze still uses his extensive diplomatic 
experience and plays a critical role in defining his country's foreign policy. 
One of the other agencies working on forttig~l policy issues is the National 
Sccurity Council, sct up in 1996 and headed by the president. The Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs coordinates inter-agency efforts. To foster better coordination 
the ministry holds regular consultations with cltllcr tclevant agencies and 
itlvcllves them in the decision-making proccw, later prcscnting final draft 
docun~cnts to the president.Ld This has been v r q  succrssful in reducing inter- 
agency co~~flicts and disagreements. Hoiv tver ,  thtre have also been clear cascs 
of failure in coordination. One example is the resolution on 'Basic principles of 
the sus~ainability of social life, the strengthening of state sovereignty and 
s rcur i t~ .  and restoration of the trrriturinl integrity of Georgia', passed by the 
parliament in April 1 997. ' 3  This ilocumet~t was ntl  incomplete draft of Georgia's 
foreign po l iq  s tratcp a r~d  Lvas overloaded with anti-Russian rhetoric and 
emotinnal statements. Its tone was not consistct~t with the actual foreign policy 
conducted b~ Georgia's executive elite. 
After the declaration of indcpcndcr~cc it1 April 1991 and the election of 
GamsaN~urdia as president, the Georgia11 authorities began to seek recognition 
and legitimacy for Georgia and tried to establish l i d s  ~i-ith the outside world. 
There were numerous unofficial visits and consultations during the early period 
of independence. 
Some observers divide the development of Georgia's independent foreign 
policy into two main pcriods-thu prcsidtncy of Gamsakhurdia, from the 
I' ' 111e I'onsii~ur~on of  Georgia-. I bll~si, 1998, p. 123 ( ~ I I  Lngllsh) 
'' Pcrsor~al intcrvicrt. with thc Guorglarl Minlstcr ui' Forcign Ai' f i ir~ .  I r ~ k l l  hicnagarishv~l~. 28 Junc 
2I)OO. 
l 5  Rcst>lution o f  thc Parllamenl ofGeorgia 3 Apr. 1997. 
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announcement of independence until Dccernber 1992, and the presidency of 
Eduard Shevardnadze froin December 1 992 to the present This chapter 
focuses on the latter period, which marks the turning point in the development 
of Georgian strategic thinking arld foreign policy analysis. There were attempts 
to think through foreign pol~cy priorities during the Gamsakhurdia period. 
especially i+ ith regard to neighbouring countries, and many Georgians publicly 
debated the role of Georgia in the Caucasus and the choice of foreign policy 
orientation. However, Gamsakhurdia's presidency is not discussed here as a 
separate period in the development of Georgia's foreign policy bccause the 
county was not a completely sovereign state. Georgia at the time was t ~ i n g  to
separate itself from Russia and establish contacts with other powers. but this 
was only an attcmpt to develop a foreign policy rarher than an already estab- 
lished and wcll-thought-through strategy. Attempts to conduct foreign policy 
were mostly characterized by an idealistic understanding of the int emalional 
e~ivironment and were fill1 of slogans and what could be called strategic wishful 
thinking. 
The return of Shcvardnadze in 1992 markcd the beginning of the dzvelop- 
ment of a sn-r-ereign foreign policy. For almost 10 years Georgia ha? been trying 
to find its place in the international community, ensure its national security and 
carry out its foreign policy in accordance with the national security priorities. 
0 \ t r  this period the political elite has tricd to define the country-s main 
strategic orientation and come up with ways of achieving its political goals. 
It  can be argued that 10 ycars is riot long enough for a country witti no 
cxperiencc of modern independent statehnod lo define its goals and long-term 
political perspective: that Tor the paqt decade Georgia has oiily been able io 
focus on ~ t s  urvival and immediate concerns rather than on concepts of 
'strategic choice'. foreign policy orientation, long-term perspective and so on. 
These are big concepts that a weak and small slate like Georgia cannot yet 
grapple with. This chapter argues. however, that since 1995. after a period of 
strategic uncertainty caused by the conflict in Abkhazia and irlternal instability, 
Georgia has marlaged to embark on an active foreign policy. Despite the  
unresolved conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetia and the pending issue of the 
Russian military bases, Georgia's foreign policy has bccome co~~sistently 
Western-oriented, with thc goal of final integration into the European com- 
munity. This tendency has become more and lnorc obvious. 
In this author's vicw thert: are two stages In the develilpment of Georgia's 
foreign policy-1992-94 and 1995 to the prescnt. In the first period, as a result 
l6 I I un~cr .  S. T.. . fhc erolvuon of the rr,rc~g~i policy ol ths ~l'r;in>~aucasian s ldr~,5' .  rds G. K Ber!sch er 
at.. C-~ox~toadr und Co~!Cltcf. Secu~-i@ and Pclrirqn Policy I I I  l l le Chucustr.~ rmnd Ztvrt~.al Asia iHnurlcdge, 
Nru York, 2000), pp 9%99 See a l w  narch~ ,a~hv i l~ ,  Ll . Genrgtn. 'l'k Scurclr for S!afa,s S ~ c u r i / y .  
C'aucasus Working Papets (Ccntcr for lntcrnat~unal Sccurit) and Coilperation ICiSAC). Stariford 
I;rl~cersitg. Sthnford, Cal i , .  I Y Y i ) .  pp 1-3. Bdmlrnd Herzig \tnlc.s about lhc I;alnsaLhurdla period x the 
1st stape cf  Georgia's fvrc~gll policy dcbelcprnenl Hcrzip. F.. The :l'rum rouL,,lc>rrs (Royal I I I S : I I U I C  O F  
Interna:lonal ATl'air~. London. 1Y9'1), pp 48--99. I lrlcna Frazer discuwes Gz4)rgla.s foreign ~olhcg sincc 
1992, nzfi~rc then, ilccrrrding tu Ftucr, Georgia. not bring a sovereign slate, wab not able to c'o~ldt~ct an
rndeprndcnl ibreign po l~cy .  I:ra/cr. H , ' M a n a g l ~ ~ g  ~ndepundcnce: Gctrrg~an foreign policy 1992--1 Q9h',  
~tlcsis for lhc 2.I Phil. in In~cr~~atiunal Kclatiuns, 1 Ir~t\ersity uTDh!ord, Apr. 1097 (manuscript). p. 2 
202 T H E  S E C U R I T Y  OF T H E  C A S P I A N  S E A  REGION 
of severe domestic problenls and external pressures, Georgia's foreign policy 
was reactive and short-term oriented. In the second period, Georgia managed to 
achieve polilical stability and gain enough political experience tu enable it to 
become more active in foreign affairs and more determined in carrying out a 
pro-Western foreign policy. 
During 1992-94 Georgia's foreign policy was largely dclermined by the 
domestic political situation. It is not surprising that a small and newly inde- 
pendent state like Georgia, which found itself in total ecotlomic and political 
crisis, ethnic conflicts and paramilitary struggles. failed to conduct a fruitful 
and constructive foreign policy driven by long-term strategic thinking. This was 
particularly difficult under constant pressure from its former master, Russia. 
Some observers note that Cieorgia represented the clearest and perhaps the 
worst case of Russian involvement in the 'near abroad'." There was aiso a 
politically inexpericnced and to a certain extctll destructive opposition whlch 
often obstructed rational and realistic foreign policy choices. Aves argues that, 
of the three South Caucasian states, Georgia adopted the most radical stance in 
asserting its indeptt~dence from Moscow. I s  
Althougll Shevardnadze was trying to make Georgia's forcign policy more 
realistic. balanced and pragmatic. h ~ s  ideas were often disapproved of by a large 
part of the Georgian public and by the political elite. People were still going 
through the post-independence euphoria characterized by high expectations 
largely generated by irresponsible nationalist and populist figures, the most 
promitlent example being the former president, Ciatnsakhurdia. During this 
period Georgia lost the war in Abkhazia, joined the CIS and signed the agree- 
ment with Russia on the Russian military bases. 
This period wab also tnarked by the spread of anti-Russian feeling among the 
Georgian public. 1n March 1993 President Shevardnadze openly called the war 
in Abkhazia a Russian4zorgian c o n f l i ~ t . ~ ~  The decision on CIS rnentbership 
was a direct result of Russian pressure in the form of an ultiniatum from 
Russia's defence minister.20 Frtizer in her study of Georgia's foreign policy 
characterizes this decision as 'omnibalancing' as opposed to the traditional 
'handwagofling'. She argues that the Georgian authorities were trying to 
appease 111.2 secondary adversary-Russia-in order to allay the primary threat 
of internal d~sintegration and to ensure the regime's survival.21 However, most 
Georgian observers believe that joining the CIS was a clear case of capitulation 
and not 'bandwagonjng'. 
The connection between domestic and foreign policies is widely known. 
However, the type and the character of this connection are often dctenninrd by 
l 7  I.cpingwcl1, I. W. K. ,  "l'hc Russian mililary and security policy in Ihe ncar abroad'. St,~~-rr.trl. ~ ( 1 1  36. 
nu. 3 (fall 1W4), p 75 .  
l 8  A ~ c s .  I . 'The Caucasus status: the regionnl security ccllt~plcx', cds R. Allisun and C. Blulh,  . S e ~ ~ u r ~ v  
Diiemmtr~ m Ru.rsr~~  d r ~ d  Eurasiu (Koyal lnstitulc o f  lnirmdt[onal Aftairs: London, 1998), p. 176. 
L I I I ) ~  Lln. V.. 'Kossiysk~ye vuycnny ulril>ayul svoyo ~cl~asl iyu v hnyak h '  [Russian ~nilitary dcny 
laking part in h~stil1r1c.s1, Inmesiryo, 17 ,Mar. 19'9.7 
lo Odo~n. W and nujarric, K., Uvmmonweal!h or Entpive? Kussrtr. Clcofral A s j ~  n d  the 7'rcmscucus1rs 
(liudson Insl~lulc lndldnapolis. Ind., 1995) pp 85-86. 
I '  F r u c r  (nule 16). p. 23.  
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the specifics of each country and ~ t s  urrounding regional security environment. 
In the newly independent Georgia, internal factors significantly influenced not 
only foreign policy and strategic thiiking, but also the country's positions on 
the inicrnational and regional levels. Frazer was right to arguc that internal 
factors have been at least as important as external ones in influencing the 
foreign policy of Georgia since 1 992.*> 
It' initially internal factors such as ethnic tensions, rising ethnic natiorialjsm 
and a severe energy crisis were rhr government's main concerns, by 1998 poor 
governance and rapidly spreading corruption had become the two main factors 
threatening the viahility of Georgia's statehood . z 7  The government, however, 
only admitted the existence and u.~envhelming importance of these problems in 
1999-2000, when the IMF and the World Bank refused to provide further 
assistance and it became obvious that the country's international rzputatiorl had 
been severely damaged by domestic mismanageme~lt. 
Generally, the nst ional interests and security concerns oi' small states have a 
relatively local character, and only in a f tw cases reach the regional Icvel. The 
main. and often the on]), priority of a small country is ensuring its independent 
and sovereign existence. Among the critical esternal factors ot~e  is the neigh- 
bouring presence of a great power which p l v s  an important role in the inter- 
national system. However, an increasingly important factor for small stales in 
the modern world is the ongoing process of globalization and the role of inter- 
national orgailizntions and inslitutions. The foreign policy of a small country 
typically has to provide for quick adjustment to a changing environment, since 
it is unable to intluence ihr international system. 
From the very first days of its sovereign existence any coui~try should try to 
cnsure its security arid econonlic development, and establish itself as a com- 
petitive parrner and a responsible member of the international community. It 
should aim to achieve the trust and recognition of its neighbours and create the 
proper external conditions for a well-functioning economy. Georgia in early 
1992 was in severe political and econonlic crisis. The state authorities began to 
look for options that would bring recogt~ition of and support to Georgia by the 
international community. Tense relations with the ncw Russia, which was itself 
torn apart by internal problems, promised very little. 
TV. Georgia, Russia and the West 
Georgia's relations with Russia cannot be described as simple and straight- 
forward. The two countries have a history of close bilateral relations reinforced 
by Georgia's existence first as part of the Russian Empire and later as part of 
the USSR. The Russian and Georgian peoples have shared their culture and 
history for almost two cerduries. On the one hand, Georgia in the 19rh and 20th 
centuries considered Russia as a door to Eurcrpe and a link to European culture, 
1, 
LL  Frucr (note 1 hi, pp. 14-24 
23 IJnited Na!irlds Developmcnr t'rogrnrnmc 11INIIP). Ilurrznn Development Repurr. I ; t .or~iu 1999 
(UKDP C o u l r t ~  Office: I hili3i. 1999). 
204 THE S E C U R l T Y  OF THE C A S P I A N  S E A  R E G I O N  
as well as a powerful neighbour sharing the same faith and ready to protect 
Georgia at critical moments. On the other hand, Russia appeared to Georgians 
as an imperial powcr, shamelessly violating all the agreements and pronlises it 
had made to Georgia as its rcgional supporter. 
11 would be an oversimplification to say that Georgia now considers Kussia as 
the devil incarnate, an enemy. As Stephen Jones notes: 'Until the Bolshevik 
Revolution of 1917, liberal Russia was for Georgians, despite its autocratic 
tradition, a channel to rhe west and Georgia's incorporation into the Russian 
Empire in the first decade of the 19th century reinforced the Georgian sense of 
Europeanness'.24 After 1 9 1 7 Hcrlshcvik Russia. no longer looking West, was not 
regarded by independent Georgia (191 8-2 1 )  as a part of modern Europe. 
According to Jones, the Soviet artcmpt lo 'isolate Georgia from I-:uropc made 
the latter a pristine and symbolic antithesis to comnlunisrn's Oriental bac h a r d -  
ness'.2"eorgians arc ehlremely resentful of Russia's imperial policies it1 the 
Caucasus and towards Georgia in particular. However. accordir~g to a 1997 
opinion poll 24 per cent of them still considered Russia jmpui~mlt for Georgia's 
future.l"n 1 999 the figure was reduced to 1 3 per cent but, despite dis~llmiilt~- 
ment with Russia and the failure of the CIS, 24 per cent of those polled then 
still believed that Georgia should definc clearly its security relations with 
Russra and the CIS (40 pcr ccnt named the USA and other Westcrn countries).h 
Georgia's altitude toiwrds Russia has never been simple, partly because 
30 per ccnt of Georgia's population is non-Georgian. I n  addition, the persistent 
socio-economic crisis and resulting disillusionment with the Western orienta- 
tion encourage a certain feeling of nostalgia about the former association with 
Russia. It is important to note that the Georgian view o f  Russia is characterized 
not otlly by fear but also by long-standing cultural conmctions and respect for 
Russian power. The argument that there are two Russias-the democratic and 
the imperial-is very popular among the Gcorgian officials and well explains 
the often contradictory and complex leeacy of Georgian-Russian relations. 
However, Georgia takes the Russian milllary's support for the Abkhaz and 
South Ossetian secessionists and an ongoing anti-Georgian campaign in the 
Russian media as signs of clear hostility. In 1999 Georgia withdrew from the 
Tashkent Treaty, mainly because i t  had failed as a tool for restoring Georgia's 
territorial mlegrity. That was one of the main responsibilities of the treay and it  
was not fulfilled ei thcr in Georgia or in Nagorno-Karabakh (Azerbaijan). 
In December 3000 Kussia inlpclseil visa regulations on Gcorgians for the first 
time since Georgia regained indcpendznce. The Russian authorities explained 
that the visa polic} would make R11ssia.s borders more secure against alleged 
23 Junes (note I ) ,  p. 6. 
Jones (note I). 
11% Information Agency. Otfice of Krsearch and Media Reic l~vn .  '0p:nion anal! s ~ s  Gcorgians trust 
US more than Russia to act rusponsibly in the Caucasus', 28 JXI .  lV97. p 20. iabk I . 
US State Dcparrmznl, Drfice uf Research. .Oplnlun analysis Fcqvglm:, incrrilsingly r*i tw the US as 
their country's miun all)', Washington, L)U: 29 Nnv. 1999, p. 6. table 1 
THE CHOICE OF I N D E P E N D E N T  G E O R G I A  205 
infiltration by Chechen terror~~ts.l"n reality Russia's visa policy toward 
Georgia will do little if anything to stop Chechen terrorists from t q  ing to cross 
the Russian-Georgian border. At the sane time new visa requirements do not 
include the inhabitants of secessionist Abkhazia and South Ossetia. which 
border Russia. This goes against intern~tional law and can be considered as an 
attempt by Russia to annex Georgian territor). In fact the new visa regulations 
were planned to apply economic pressure on Georgia. They created severe 
problems for hundreds of thousarids of Georgians living and earning money in 
Russia. Their remittances to Georgia art. estimated to be eq~livalent o almost 
one-quarter of Georgia's GDP.2"ny serious reduction of these remittances will 
be a severe blow to a weak Georgian economy and will add to social discontent. 
Russia's policy in the Caucasus continues. unfortunately, to be drive11 by fear 
of the Western powers. and of the IJSA in particular. This i s  expressed in 
Russia's treatment of Georgia and the rrst  of Caucasus as either satellites or 
,~dversaries. For some reason Russia has not considered the option of partner- 
ship with the South Caucasian states, in which il c i ~ ~ l d  guarmtec its influetlcc 
through euvnomic participation and serve as a security guarantor. Currently 
Russia is undergoing serious difficulties. but in the future it may regain its eco- 
nomic power and its participation in thc cconomic life of the region could 
become quite substantial. Such a turn of events could be mulually beneficial for 
Russia and the South Caucasian states. Ultirnalely it is not fcasible to expect 
that Western itltrrest in the regior~ will be so strong that it will exclude Russia 
Russia's geographical proximity, its resources, the size of the market and cul- 
tural lies are all important for the future of the South Caucasus. The Georgian 
elite therefore considers the constructive participation of Russia in the devclop- 
ment of the regional economy as a positive and highly desirable step, So far, 
however, Russia has not sent positive signals to Georgia, thus giving the 
impression that it sees the political processes in the South Caucasus only as a 
'zero-sum' game. 
Cieorgia has clearl! tried to reduce its uneven dependence on Russia and 
slotvly move out  of the Russian sphere of influence. For rrlany Russian 
commentators this is a clear sign of an ungrateful and treacherous attitude 
towards Russia. This kind of emotional judgemenr is easy to understand, as 
Georgia has been trying to conduct an independent foreign policy and driirle its 
national security priorities. Its attempts to reduce its dependence on Russia and 
establish close relations with other neighbouring and Western countries are 
taken by the Russian authorities not only as anti-Russian rrlovcs but also as 
strategicalIy incorrect ones for Georgia. given its prosimity to Russian power. 
The Georgian authorities' efforts KB integrate their country into European 
structures is often seen as strategic idealism \vI-)rich gocs against all gcorolitical 
arguments and even comttlon sense. 
28 Interview with Screty Ya..~ctrz\lembsk>. as,i,itanrlo the Kussmn Prcsidcnt, Krasrrr~,va Zvezdu. 7-1 Dei 
2000 
29 F~rrtmctoi Times. 4 Jan 2001 
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Certain political forces in Georgia, especially the communists and others on 
the left wing, consider the current pro-Western stand to be a fatal mistake. This 
view is shared by certain segments of the Georgian public. especially the 
Russiari-speakers, who still believe that Georgia's future lies with Russia. In the 
view of this author, Russia, because of a skewed perception of its interests in 
the South Caucasus, has in fact ken  forcing Georgia to become even more 
politicaIIy detached from Russia. 
Russia fears the increase of Western interests i n  the Caspian rcgion, and 
Western involvement in the exploration and exploitation of Caspian oil has 
triggered a Russian confrontation with the m'est, and in particular the USA. 
Russian-US rivalry is affecting the securily environment and economic 
situation in the South Caucasus in a major w.ay and contributing to the funher 
deterioration of relations bctween Georgia and Russia. 
Foreign policy alternatives 
The Grorgian political elite has traditionally cotlsidered szvcral alternatives for 
the future development of Georgia. 
The first alternative can be called pro-Russian. It calls for close connection 
with and dependence on Russia-becoming a Russian 'satellite'. Given 
Russia's currcnt difficulties and the continuing legacy of 'imperial' thinking, 
such unilateral dependence on Russia would not allow Georgia to develop as an 
independent state fully integrated into the world economic system. 
The second choicc is pro-Western. This can be interpreted in many different 
ways but in general is defined as full-scale integration in the European political, 
eco~lomic and security systcm. The main way of achieving this gclal is through 
increased cooperalion with thc EU. As illustrated by the historical overview in 
 his chapter, the Georgian authorities have so far opted for a Euro~ean  or 
Western orientation as the best way to ensure Gzorgia's security and econornic 
development (although it is worth mentiotling that the majority of the 
population have no illusions as  to how easy it  will be to reach this goall. 
It must be stressed that the desire to be European and part of Europe is rooted 
in the Georgian national consciousness. Georgians associate Christianity with 
Europe and, perhaps naively, count themselves as Europeans. According to 
Jones, 'Georgians' Eurupcanness is bound up with the church, which since the 
4th century has been an outpost of Western Cllristendom in a Muslim region'.xO 
Later many Georgians associated their connection to the Russian Empire with 
the increased Westernization of their countq . Jones also argues that: 
Incorporation into the Russian Empire i n  the  first decades of the 19th century 
reinforced the Georgian sense of Eumpe~nness. The Georgian intelligenrsia rapidly 
adapted to the ideas, imbibed through Russian univcrsities, c f  progress, individualism 
and liberty. The liberatio~l movements of Greece and Young Italb became the modcl 
Jones (note 1 ), p 9. 
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for Georgian progressives. At the turn of the century. another Western ideology- 
socialism-usurped liberalism's place among the educated.jl 
However, after 19 1 7. Georgia tried lo establish relations with Europe inde- 
pendently, considering Bolshevik Russia as a non-European state. Even former 
President Gamsakhurdia elaborated [his connection of Georgia with Europe.'? 
In the early 1990s Russia was sometimes associated with Europe and some- 
times not. This association was mostly political as opposed to cultural, but the 
public in the Caucasus and Central Asia has a rattler vague understanding of the 
West and Western t~ad i t i ons .~~  
In the late 1980s, when the Soviet Ut~ion was dready entering its death throes 
and national liberation movements wzre gaining strength, some thwghi that 
Georgia, along with its neighhours Armenia and Azerbaijan, would become a 
buffer state balancing the it~tcrcsts of the regional great powers-Russia, Iran 
and Turkey. 
Wight defines a buffer zone as 'a region occupied by one or more weaker 
powcrs between two or more stronger powers; it is sometimes described as a 
power vacuum'. He also notes that 'a buffer state is a wcak power between two 
or more stronger ones, maintained or even created with the purpose of reducing 
conflict between them'." Given the current geopolitical situation in the region, 
as well as the increasing interdependence and economic integration of the world 
as a whole, thr buffer zone alternati\re could be an ideal strategic choice, a third 
alternative for Gcargia. The concept of a buffer implies the presence of strong 
and often hostile neighbours. In today's changing world, houcver. the 
geopolitical function of a buffer may be molc connective than divis~sr.  
In 199 1-92 part of the Georgian elite seriously considered the 'bufferization' 
uf Georgia as an ideal strategic move which would bring Western support. 
Later, howuver, Russia's invul\ement in South Ossetia and Abkhazia, the 
imposition of economic sanctions and forcible integration into the CIS shook 
the inexperienced Georgian elite and dashed their hopes. I t  turned out that 
Russia sees its presence in Georgia as lital for its own national sccurity and 
does not perceive 1h.e Caucasus as anylhing but a completely subordinated zone 
of influencc. Russia is afraid that a power vacuum in :he Caucasus would bc 
filled by other, rival  power^.'^ At the same time, Russia's increasing political 
and economic weakness does not allow it to maintain sucl~ a dominnrlt position 
in the region. 
3' loncs { m t e  I ) ,  p. 6. 
j2 Ga~nsakhurdia. Z.. Sukarn,-l,v Sullcri Missia [Georgia's spir~ttul mission] (Ganatlrha l'bilisi, 
1990). 
" Mack'arlanc, N , I V e ~ r c r n  Engagement in the ~ ' o ~ r ~ ~ u ~ r r s  and Central ,1.ci11 (Royal Insr~tute uf 
Iiiterna~iunal A h i r s :  Lontlon, 1994), pp. 2-5. 
3' Wight, M.. 'Thc ya!(crn of puwer', c d ~  H L3ull dnd C. Holbraa, Power Prrl~irt-s (Leicectcr IJnixersil: 
and Royal lnsllrute u i ln~cr~ la t io~~a l  Afl;l~rs: London. 1995). p I6U. 
3' Kotar, I.. 'S!lt' nashlmi satellitmi 111 uaerel" [Rccome our salclll~cs or die], .Ve-mis~mnyu G(II&'I~. 
5 May 1994. and Nikitrn, V. .  'Vncshnyayn palitlka G r u ~ i i :  idealy i inlcrusy' [Cieorgld's Ibrc~gn policy 
idcals and interests], .Vezuvt~lrrrov~l Gmeta, 4 Jari. 1996. 
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The buffer zone idea looks increasingly unrealistic for Georgia now, but it 
should not be dismissed completely given the volatile and changing political 
environment in the region. Under certain circumstances a move towards becom- 
ing a buffer state guided by the 'responsible supervision' of interested parties 
would be a positive stcp for Georgia and might lead to greater internal and 
regional stability. 
V. Georgia's choice 
It is 10 years since Georgia became a sovereign state conducting its own inde- 
pendent foreign policy. The national security and foreign policy priorities have 
been widely debated over the past few years, but the official concept of that 
foreign policy has yet to be fully developed.36 
In the early days of independence, the Georgian elite tended to rely on intui- 
tion and President Shevardnadze's personal insight in determining foreign 
policy and national sccurity priorities. In thc late 1990s, however, analytical 
work by different think tanks and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) has 
became more important and valuable for the state elite. Enriched by somc prac- 
tical experience, that elitc has also begun to take into consideration scholarly 
and analytical work. According to David Darchiashvili, however, Georgia's 
national security and foreign policies are more 'practical' than conceptual and 
lack a serious theoretical basis.37 
President Shevardnadze declared in his state of the union address in 1997 that 
joining Europe 'was for centuries the dream of our ancestors'.'"n a speech of 
January 1999, Foreign Minister Irakli Menagarishvili emphasized that the first 
priority of Georgia's foreign policy was European integration, and as a first step 
the harmonization of Georgian and European legislation.39 In 1999 
Shevardnadze seemcd overly optimistic about the future prospects for Gcorgia, 
stating in one speech that 'if processes underway in today's world continue at 
the current pace, membership in all major Euro-Atlantic and European struc- 
tures of Georgia and other newly independent states would be inevitable'." The 
Chairman of the Georgian Parliament, Zurab Zhvania, declared in his speech of 
accession to the Council of Europe in February 1999, '1 am Gcorgian, therefore 
I am European'.dl 
It is becoming clear that the Georgian elite has chosen a pro-Western orien- 
tation. At the same time the Georgian authorities try to bc cautious and refrain 
from frequent declarations of their Western aspirations in order not to irritate 
j h  Darchiashvili. D., 'Trcnds In strategic thinking in Gcurgia', cds Rcrlsch et 01. (notc 16), pp. 66-74 
37 Darchiashvili (note 16), p. 14. 
38 Speech at the parliamentnry session of 27 May 1997. I'rwlumetttis C!~skebuni [Parliamentary gazette]. 
3 1 May 1997, p 30 
39 Recent Pohficol Developrnenf.~ m Georgm, nu. 1 (31 Jan. 1999), document held by the [IS Emhassy 
In Georgia 
40 Address of H.  8. Eduard Shevardnadze at the Inauguration of the Partnership and Co-operntion 
Agreement in Luxembourg, June 1 9 0 .  Georgia's State Chancelley Archive (in English). 
Pnrhomsnt nf Genrgza Xcwslcrter. no 2 (Fcb. 1999), p. 1 (in Englrsh). 
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neighbouring Russia. Recently pro-Western rhetoric has become even weaker 
because of increasing public discontent with the much-vaunted Westernization, 
which has failed to benefit the average ci tjzen. An ineffective socio-economic 
policy, perkmive corruption, increasing social polarization and poverty are 
associated dnjong certain segments of the Gcorgian public with the pro-Western 
policies of the current government. 
Paradoxically, Russia has contributed to the popularization of Western ideas 
in Georgia as a result of its open support of separatist forces in Abkhazia and 
South Ossetia.42 The Georgian public in general hoped that Weslem help would 
irnprovc their dire living cond~tions, while the so-called elite, largely n~adc up 
of the old Soviet nomenkkutrrro, hoped to benefit personally from foreign grants 
and assistance. This latter hope was realized. 
The Georgian authorities soon realized that Western interest in the Caucasus 
was triggered by its substantial natural resources. l'hc Swth Caucasus, lucbily, 
is rich in oil and gas resources, which has brought serious Western econo~nic 
interests into the region and is expected to contribute to the economic develop- 
ment of the region as a whole and Georgia in particular. Without the develop- 
ment of the region as a whole, Georgia's chances of econo~llic revival look 
slim. However, together with thc rest of the Caucasus and Central Asia, 
Georgia has good prospects for the future. It should also be noted that, since 
regional economic development largely depends on regional stability and 
security, the Gcorgian Government is trying to promote regional cooperation 
through the rransport corridor and pipeline pro-iects. Georgia's calculations are 
simple and obvious: large-scale international projects will attract significant 
Western investment, stin~ulale the economy and creatr' a vested Western 
interest in preserving political stability and security in the region. 
The Georgian authorities now clearly link the country's prospects to 
increased regional cooperalion and use every opportunity to underline the 
importance of rational economic and security cooperation. In order to further 
promote the idea of mutually beneficial cooperation in the Caucasus. President 
Shevardnadze in February 1996 came up with six main principles to govern 
interstate relations among Armenia. Azerbaijan, Georgia and Russia." Later 
these principles became known as the Peaceful Caucasus Initiative. They 
include: ( a )  renunciation of territorial claims and recognition of existing 
borders; (h )  commitment to the protection of human rights; (c) protection of 
transport and communication assets; (d) joint efforts to preserve the natural 
rt~vironment and deal ~ i t h  natural disasters; (e) promolion of ethnic and reli- 
gious tolerance and the renunciation of extreme forms of nationalism; and 
V) support for and comprehensive protection of international projects and 
invcslments in the Caucasus region. 
42 On Kussla's pal~c! lonards Georgia see Arbalw. A , Be-.np~.~.~nnsf ': Rossivskiy k'ybvr ISecurily. 
Kussia's cllo~ccl I EPI Tscntr: Moscow, 1999), pp. 167-70. and Trcnin, n., 'Russia's securitj Interests and 
polic~cs in rht: C;IUC~UUS region', ed. B. Copplctcrs, r:onrcsred Bur&>-s in the C'uucrrsu~ (VIJR IJniversil> 
Press: Brussclr. 1 S l S ) ,  pp 1 15-30. 
43  Sahrtwelos Respublika [Republic of Georpaj, I Mar. 1996. p. 1 .  
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Unfortunately, the current political and economic situation in the Caucasus 
does not allow the countries o f  the region to engage in extensive and effective 
couperation. However, it remait~s one of the top foreign policy priorities for 
Georgia.44 
To a certain extent, Georgia's future plans and hopes were connected to the 
Black Sea Economic Cooperation scheme (BSEC) which was set up in 1992. 
Under Georgian chairmanship in 1 999 the BSEC received the legal status of an 
international organization4$ and opened up a new way for the member states to 
get closer to the EU. BSEC membership not only provides advantages stem- 
ming from regional cooperation; it also protects Georgia from the side effects of 
ongoing globalization. 
Georgia also has hopes for GUUAM. However, this organization is still very 
young and has been stow to develop, so that many conu~~r i~ta tors  are sceptical 
about it. Currently the main binding interest of the GUlJAM countries is eco- 
nomic, and the organization may develop into a free trade zone..'b The chances 
of improving economic cooperation among the member countries 1006 good, 
especially since GUUAM is open to other, non-CIS members as well. I t  is too 
early to discuss possible security and military functions for GUIIAM. However. 
recent discussions regarding the creation of a GUUAM battalio~~ indicate that 
such developments are possible. 
Georgia also remains part of the CIS, although the organization has proved 
rather ineffective, both politically and economically, and increasingly seems to 
have been stillborn. The reason for its failure may lie in the inability of Russia 
to play the locornolive role in the organization, as well as its clumsy attempts to 
use the CIS to restorc a quasi-Sovict Union under clear Russian hegemony. 
Georgia's disappointment with the CIS has been growing irreversibly. 
Given these circumstances it is not surprising that Georgia considers Russia's 
attempts to dominate the region through destabilization and ethnic confronta- 
tion as extremely destructive. At the same time, Russia's more constructive 
policies aimed at strengthening regional security and promoting regional 
cooperation can only be welcomed by the Georgian authorities." Unfortunately, 
as mentioned above, the Russian political elite cansiders political processes in 
the Caucasus only as a 'zero-sum game'. 
Integration w-ith Europe is clearly becoming thc main objcctive of the current 
Cieorgian Ciovernment, which oftcn considers Russia also as part of Europe. At 
the same time, neither the Cieorgian people nor the authorities believe that this 
giml will bc easy to achieve in the near future. On the contrary, despite increas- 
ing cooperation with European structutcs and states, the Georgian elites are 
'.' Rondrll. -4 . C,~rrgia.  i o r e t ~ n  Polrcy tirl,l .htl~to,r~ll S;.c~rrirt I'tiorrri~s, L)iscussion Paper Scrics 3 
(L'KL)P L'~ur11n Ofticc. I h ~ l ~ s ~ ,  I VYY). pp 14-29 
'' 1.111' R5EC b c c m c  3 rcp!undl ccunurnlc urp<knlrd~iun un I hti~) I999 after i ts  charter was ratified by 
1 1  meinber stales. 011 P Ost 19'IY it i<ds grarucd ohscr\c.r .;mu.; h) IJN Gcncral Assembly Resolulion 
5 4 5 ,  For lhc cllarrcr scc. c g . thc RSEC Inlcrntt \ltr, I rRI -hltp :iwwrr bsec.gov>, 
'' ' N a  osnovc nbshchrkh Icrlc> i p1?CiLhodob' [On thc hasls of colnmon goals and approaches], 
S~-r?ho,itlnj*n G ~ I / . - I ~ ,  ?P Srp 2lrbO 
JT Shrvilrdn~dze has emphas~zed this on dlfftrcnt oCiasiot\s. Scc,  c. g., Shevardnadze's spucch in thc 
Parliarnenl of Azerbaijan on 19 kcb 1997, Archlccq dt'thz 51a1c Chdncr'llrry. 
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now more realistic in assessing their chances and the prospects for what they 
call Ihe 'return to Europe'. Even though concrete steps have been taken towards 
integration into European structures and the harmonization of Georgian legis- 
lation with that of Europe, the population as a whole has a vrry vague under- 
standing of tl~ese measures. Popular scepticis111 is understandable: the general 
public is tired of promises and deteriorating living conditions. The widely- 
hailed Western orientatiot~ has brought no tangible results, and this feeds into 
public disappointment and frustration. 
VL. Conclusions 
In the current transitional stage, Georgia has clearly made its choice in favour 
of the West. The qucstion remains, however, whether this choice is final and 
irreversible. To a great extent the answer depends on the ability of the local 
elite to deal with the complex issues of state-building and economic develop- 
ment, and to settle the conflicts in Abkhazia and South Ossetis. Successful 
resolution of these problems may not only improve Georgia's international 
image and make it more attractive to foreign investors, but also increase social 
and political cohesion. 
Tiiz sustainability of Georgia's pro-Westem policies will also depend on the 
succession to Shevardnadze. Personalities continue to play a decisive role in 
Georgian politics becausr its state institutiot~s are not fully developed and are 
still unable to ensure an automatic and uninterrupted transfer of power through 
democratic mechanisms. The successor to Shevardnadze will therefore largely 
determine Georgia's future strategic choices. 
External factors and conditions that may influence Georgia's foreign policy 
behaviour and strategic orientation (including Caspian energy policy, the situa- 
tion in Russia, relations with the West, regional problems and so on) are 
uncertain and volatile, and thus difficult to predict. 
